Within the limited space of this rejoinder, I engage with this particular concern to clarify that there is no one right way to think about the global political economy or global political economies in the plural.
For each volume's editors, the concern has a distinct origin. Shields, Bruff and Macartney stress that critical IPE encompasses far more than neo-Gramscianism. Best and Paterson, for their part, claim that the contributors to their volume are 'gardening' while my review in this journal (42, no. 3) is an exercise in 'gatekeeping'. As Shields, Bruff and Macartney's volume powerfully reminds us, most of the time someone is sitting at the gate to regulate entry to the garden.
My admittedly provocative labelling of the two 'C' strands as in opposition to 'orthodox' IPE was not aimed at proscribing the continued use of an IPE 'parliament' or at regulating the entry to any 'garden'. Most gardens are demarcated by a fence or hedge, but to stretch the metaphor, we can choose to leave the gate closed or open. Also, paths or trails might connect some gardens but not others.
In drafting this rejoinder, I benefited from suggestions from André Broome.
The review sought to explore such connections between the two volumes -and critical and cultural works on matters of political economy more generally -from an IPE perspective.
This attempt to add clarity to the relationship between contemporary intellectual projects does not mean joining the gatekeepers. Nor does it amount to 'distinguishing sharply between "critical" and "cultural" approaches' (Shields, Bruff and Macartney, p. in reply?). On the contrary, the review identifies some potentially fruitful commonalities between the work of critical international political economists and that of cultural political economists.
The contributions to the two volumes raise many important points for those working on is- A genuinely pluralist stance reflects a willingness to see all disciplinary divisions as temporary constructions. Thus, although the choice of language is often indicative of substantive priorities, a dose of agnosticism about the designator for our subject will prove healthy, especially considering how contested the inclusion or omission of the 'I' continues to be. As long as we accept competing analytical approaches, the study of political economy may be labelled 'international', 'global', 'critical' or 'cultural', or carry no label at all (which is also a label).
Its principal purpose remains to improve our understanding of political economies at different scales and in different contexts, regardless of scholars' theoretical orientations and primary audiences.
There is no doubt that both 'C' strands achieve this feat from their chosen perspective. As the two volumes aptly illustrate, analysing contemporary political economies with an exclu-
